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* reference abilities/ * primary traits/ and the like ;   but he
does  not  define  ' factors/    Warren,  indeed,   describes  a
factor as " a psychoneural element or determiner which is
fundamental to all correlated abilities for the same in-
dividual " j   but his description is apparently limited to
factors of a particular type.1    Spearman, to whose writings
the term chiefly owes its  currency,  introduces  them as

* organs' or ' fundamental functions3 of the mind :   the
general factor he ultimately explains as a form of c energy/
and the more specific factors as nervous mechanisms or
' engines/    This, he admits, is to interpret rather than to
define.    Nevertheless,   whatever   its   ultimate   nature,   a
factor, he insists, must at least be something more than a
mere average or sum ; and he offers a " proof that g and s
exist."    " If  meaningful   as   opposed   to  statistical,"  he
writes in a more recent paper, " a factor is taken to be one
of the circumstances, facts, or influences which produce a
result " 2: in short, it is some kind of causative agency,
even though the actual form of that agency is as yet unknown

1  H. C. Warren, Dictionary of Psychology.   Actually this is given as an
explanation of a * general factor,' according to the two-factor theory : under
the word ' factor' no definition is given that would seem appropriate in
factor-analysis.

2  This broader definition is given in a recent reply to Thomson's protest
against assuming that factors are * entities or organsJ (Brit. J. Psych.,
XXIX, 1938, p. 184).    The definition is evidently quoted from the Concise
Oxford Dictionary (s.v.) ;  but of the definitions there given I should prefer
for factorial work the one that immediately precedes it:   " (Math.) One
of the components that make up a number or expression by multiplication."
I would add that if the word ' component' had become current instead of
f factor,' there would have been far less temptation on the part of students
and others to assume that f factors ' were concrete agencies, combining to
produce a concrete* product/    Much the same confusion is discernible in the
history of physics.    Current textbooks still talk of * a beam of white light as a
mixture containing red, green, and blue light, etc.';  and it is not so many
decades since physicists were still disputing whether Newton's experiment
on spectral analysis had or had not demonstrated by experiment the real
existence of red light, etc., in the white.   White light, of course, has no
periodicity;   but any disturbance,  however irregular,  may be analysed
mathematically into a sum of Fourier components.    Nowadays, I imagine, no
physicist would insist on arguing that the component waves f really existed '
in the white and that it was wrong to regard them as mere * mathematical
artefacts.'